CHAPTER 1

PUBLIC REVIEW OF THE DRAFT EIS

Public comments on the Griffith Energy Project (Project) Draft Environmental Impact Statement
(EIS) were solicited from agencies, organizations, and individuals. Comments were received at a
public hearing hosted by Western Area Power Administration (Western) in Kingman, Arizona, on
December 8, 1998, and in writing. This chapter provides a summary of the public review process
and specific responses to the substantive comments received. In addition, this chapter includes a
summary of changes made to the EIS as aresult of new information, preliminary engineering
activities and additional agency coordination.

1.1 PUBLIC REVIEW PROCESS

The Draft EIS was filed with the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) and released to
the public in late October 1998. A Federal Register notice of the filing was published by EPA on
November 6, 1998 (63 FR 59988) this began the 45-day public review period. Other
announcements included Western's Notice of Availability mailed to individuals and organizations
on the project mailing list, paid newspaper advertisements and media stories in response to the
Notice of Availability. About 150 copies of the Draft EIS were sent to Federal, state and local
agencies, organizations and individuals for review and comment.

Western conducted aformal public hearing in Kingman on December 8, 1998. A Federa hearing
officer from Western presided over the proceedings, which were recorded by a court reporter.
An open house preceded the hearing to provide an opportunity for people to view informational
displays and discuss the project with Western and Griffith Energy personnel. A tota for 41
people signed the hearing sign-in sheets. Of those, 9 people provided comments and views on the
proposed project and the Draft EIS. In addition, 19 letters commenting on the Draft EIS were
received from various agencies and the public. The letters contained 155 substantive comments
that are addressed in this chapter. The list of parties who provided written comments is listed in
Table 1.1-1. Copies of the hearing transcript and\or the comment letters are available upon
request from Western's Desert Southwest Regional Office in Phoenix, Arizona (see cover sheet
for address).

1.2 CHANGESTO THE EISRESULTING FROM COMMENTSRECEIVED

Western analyzed and considered all comments and responded to those substantive comments that
presented new data, questioned findings or raised questions or issues relevant to the potential
environmental impacts of the proposed project, as required by NEPA and other regulations. In
devel oping responses to some comments, Western recognized a need to modify the project or
conduct additional analysis to respond to the comment. This section summarizes the major
changes made to the Project and\or the Draft EIS where changes were needed to be responsive to
the comments.
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Chapter 1 - Public Review of the Draft EIS

Need for Power

Several comments questioned the need for the proposed Project or how the need for the Project
was defined. In response to these comments, Western has amplified the purpose and need
section, addressing Western's need to respond to a request for interconnection from entities
planning to compete in a deregulated utility market.

Impactsto Grand Canyon Visibility (Regional Haze)

Some commenters questioned the Project’ s impact on regiona haze. In response to these
comments, Western has updated the information in the Draft EIS to reflect additional visibility
analysis that has been completed as aresult of the Arizona Department of Environmental Quality
air permitting process. Current modeling results show that the Project would not have significant
effects on visibility at the Grand Canyon. Five years of data (1994 through 1998) are currently
being modeled and the results will be included in the air permit application to the Arizona
Department of Environmental Quality for the Project. The results of this modeling conducted to
the time of the issuance of the Final EIS is summarized in Chapter 2 of the Final EIS.

Brine Disposal Pond

Severa comments and questions were received about the brine' s potential impact to waterfowl,
birds of prey and wildlife. A potential does exist that the brine would become toxic over time as
more water evaporates from the pond, leading to higher concentrations of the minerals and
metals. Griffith Energy has committed to monitor waterfowl use of the pond and coordinate with
the Arizona Department of Fish and Game to develop mitigation, if health or mortality problems
are observed. In addition, the EIS has been revised to clarify that no waste from the pond would
be removed from the power plant (Plant) Site.

Impact on Water Resour ces

Several comments were received about the impact on groundwater resources from the Plant’s use
of groundwater for cooling. Based on these comments, the EIS has been expanded to include a
water balance discussion, information on other cooling alternatives that were considered and a
discussion on the Plant’ s location versus other locations with ample water supply. This
information is presented in Chapter 2 of the Final EIS and in selected responses to comments
addressing the water resource impacts. Western views the groundwater use for the Project as
adverse, but not significant considering the projected life of the project and the quantity of
groundwater available.

Impact on Visual Resources

Some comments questioned the visual impacts of the transmission line crossings of Interstate-40
(1-40) and the proposed Griffith-McConnico transmission line near 1-40, south of the North Star
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Chapter 1 - Public Review of the Draft EIS

Steel Plant. In response to these comments, Western conducted additional visua analysis,
including the development of new simulations. The simulations demonstrate that the new
transmission line would be visible from 1-40. Western explored other alternative routes for
proposed Segment D that parallels I-40 south of the Oatman exit. Western did not identify any
routes east of the Segment that were feasible from an engineering perspective. Western believes
the visual impacts are not significant for Segment D due to the industrial\manufacturing zoning
near the proposed route. The smulations are included at the end of Chapter 2 of the Final EIS.

Traditional Cultural Properties

Both EPA and the Hualapai Tribe commented on the importance to factor the results of
traditional cultural propertiesinto the EIS. Surveysfor traditional cultural properties within the
Project study area have been completed. The results have been summarized in Chapter 2 of the
Fina EIS.

Draft EIS Index

In response to a comment, a Draft EI'S Subject Index was devel oped and included in the Final
EIS.

1.3 CHANGESTO THE EISBASED ON NEW INFORMATION

Based on preliminary engineering activities, Western determined a need to address three new
aternativesin the Final EIS. Western has determined that the new aternatives are not substantial
changes to the proposal or significant relevant to environmental concerns and, therefore, did not
prepare a supplemental Draft EIS. A copy of Western's determination is available upon request.
The dternatives are presented in the Final EIS in the event the public and agencies wish to
provide additional comments on the new alternatives to be considered in Western’'s decision
making. The new alternatives are addressed below.

Northern Gas Pipeline Alternative

An alternative route for the proposed natural gas supply pipeline between the Plant site and the
Transwestern Gas Company supply line is being considered. This alternative would travel due
north from the Plant site either in the county road right-of-way (ROW) located 1/2 mile east of
the western boundaries of Township 20N., Range 17W., in Sections 6, 31, 30, and 19 or near this
ROW in a separate easement. This route is shown on Figure 2.2-1. Since this aternative deals
with one complete component of the Project, the aternative is presented in Chapter 3 of the Fina
EIS.



Chapter 1 - Public Review of the Draft EIS

Temporary Haul Road Alternative

Based on input from the Burlington Northern Santa Fe Railroad, an alternative temporary haul
route for the delivery of major, heavy equipment to the Plant site has been devel oped to better use
existing local rail facilities. Under this alternative, instead of building a new temporary areato
offload equipment at the rail siding due east of the Plant site, equipment would be offloaded at an
existing facility at atruckstop approximately six miles north of the Site (see Figure 2.2-1a). This
aternative addresses a change to the temporary haul road east of 1-40 as proposed in the Draft
ElS and isincluded as inserts in Chapter 2 of the Final EIS.

Transmission Line Structure Alter native

In the Draft EIS, Western proposed to use the same structure type for the Griffith-Peacock
230-kV transmission line that was used for the existing Davis-Prescott transmission line in the
portion of the proposed right-of-way (ROW) that parallels the existing Davis-Prescott line.
However, based on preliminary engineering activities, Western determined that it does have an
existing design to match the same structure type and carry heavier conductors needed for the
proposed Griffith-Peacock line. Western determined that additional structure options were
needed for the Griffith-Peacock line to meet the design objectives for the Project. In response,
Western has added a single pole transmission alternative for the proposed Griffith-Peacock
230-kV transmission line, Segments B and C, where it parallels the existing Davis-Prescott line.
The new information in the Final EISislimited to the results of visual analyses, since the steel
|attice structure was proposed to reduce visua intrusion. Environmental impacts from this
alternative to other resources would be similar or less than the proposed action. This alternative
addresses a change to the proposed Griffith-Peacock line proposal and is addressed as insertsin
Chapter 2 of the Final EIS.
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Chapter 1 - Public Review of the Draft EIS

TABLE 1.1-1
LIST OF PARTIESWHO PROVIDED WRITTEN COMMENTS
Comment #s Commenter Representing
1-7 Kerry Christensen, Ph.D. Self
8-12 Jack Ehrhardt C.E.RB.A.T. Inc.
13-27 DennisE. Raoberts City of Kingman
28 Unknown
29-43 Carol S. Anderson M ohave County Board of Supervisors
44-46 Albert C. Leenhouts Self
47 James Butcher Self
48-50 Dean A. Barlow Self
51-54 Elaine E. Miller Self
55-62 Bruce Asbjorn Bureau of Land Management
63-84 Rebecca Peck Bureau of Land Management
85-90 Paul Hobbs Bureau of Land Management
91-109 Duane J. Aubuchon Arizona Game and Fish Department
110-112 Michael Kondelis Mohave County Public Land Use
Committee
113-136 Deanna M. Weiman United States Environmental Protection
Agency - Region 1X
137 William J. Burke National Park Service
138-144 Earl Havatone Hualapai Nation Office of the Chairman
145-151 Robert L. Arnberger National Park Service
152-155 Richard Beebe Self
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1.4 EISCOMMENTSAND RESPONSES

The comments and responses are organized by commenter, then comment number, as described in Table 1.1-1. Comment numbers are
for comment letters received and comment letters (e.g., "A") correlate with comments received at the public hearing.

minute will negatively affect springs and water supplies to Mohave
County. How long can you pump that much water before northwestern
Arizonagoesdry? For God's sake, thisis a desert!

COMMENTER ORGANIZATION CITY/STATE
Kerry Christensen, Ph.D. Kingman, AZ
No. Comment Response
1 This letter isto provide comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Y our comment has been noted.
Statement for the Griffith Energy Project in northwestern Arizona. In
generd, mysdf, my family, my friends and, | believe, the majority of
Mohave County are not interested in degrading our environment for the
profit of Griffith Energy Limited Liability Corporation (Griffith). Just
look to their name to understand their feeling toward protection of the
environment; Limited Liability. My children's air, water and
environmental aesthetics are worth far more than afew jobsin Mohave
County.

2. Wefedl that the emissions from the power plant has the potential to A more detailed analysis of potential impacts from the Griffith Energy
negatively impact Mohave County's economic security by increasing Project to the regional haze entering the Grand Canyon has been completed.
regional haze entering Grand Canyon. We fedl that the emissions from Please see Comment Number 151.
the plant will reduce the beauty and attraction of Grand Canyon and The purpose of the Griffith Energy Project is not to fill an identified need
therefore reduce our tourism potential. The U.S. Government just spent for additional power. Instead, it isintended to provide an economical and
untold millions of dollarsto study air quality in Grand Canyon (Grand efficient source of power that could be used to meet either current or future
Canyon Visibility Transport Commission) and concluded that thereisa market demands for wholesale energy in the deregulated energy market being
significant negative effect of regiona haze on the public's Grand Canyon devel oped in response to federal and state mandates. Even though the
experience. Why should we allow Griffith to make it worse? Our air demand for electricity is expected to continue to increase over time according
quality is already affected enough from the Mohave generating station in to the Western System Coordinating Council and other industry and
Laughlin, Nevada. Enough electricity is aready being generated without government projections, the Griffith Project is not dependent on any such
creating another source of pollution. growth. Please see the Purpose and Need addendum in Chapter 2.

3. Furthermore, we feel that consumption of 3,300 gallons of water per A water balance analysis of the Golden Valley sub-basin of the Sacramento

ground water basin has been prepared and isincluded as an addendum to the
Draft EISin Chapter 2 of the Fina EIS.
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No.

Comment

Response

We also feel that the proposed brine pond, which has the potential to
reach toxic levels, is too hazardous to wildlife and the citizens of Mohave
County. How will they dispose of toxic waste? Will it be transported by
train right through the cities and towns of Mohave County?

The discussions on pages S-6, S-8, 2-32, 2-34, 4-10, and 4-28 of the Draft
EIS refer to metals concentrations and are correct. Concentrations of salts
and metals in the brine disposal pond are expected to increase over time as
the water in the pond evaporates and levels of metals could possibly reach
toxic levels. A separate discussion on page 4-28 is a so correct; the brine
pond total dissolved solids or salt content is expected to be less than sea
water, so salt build-up is not expected to be a source of toxicity to wildlife.
Also see response to Comment 13.

As stated on page 4-10 of the Draft EIS, both the entire plant site and the
brine pond are to be fenced to control both human and wildlife surface
access. Griffith Energy will consult with Arizona Game and Fish
Department (AGFD) in the selection and construction of afence to enclose
the brine pond which will minimize passage of wildlife species of concern.

An additional mitigation measure has been added outlining Griffith's
commitment to monitor water fowl use of the pond and coordinate with
AGFD to develop appropriate mitigation if health or mortality problems are
observed.

Many species that are important to myself and the genera public such as
the Bald Eagle, waterfowl, Golden Eagles and various hawks are known
to inhabit or migrate through the project area. We know that individuals
of these species will be lost at the pond and a so due to collisions with
power lines. These losses are unacceptable to myself and many others.

The comment has been noted. Please see page 4-30 paragraph one of the
Draft EIS. If problem areas of avian collisions with the new line are
documented, Western would consult with the Bureau of Land Management,
Fish and Wildlife Service and AGFD to identify potential mitigation
measures to reduce or eiminate thisimpact. However, the potential for
collisions would be minor based on the fact that the new line in Segments B
and C would be placed in the same plane as the existing line thus increasing
the vigibility of the line to birds.

Segment A, B and D or E would traverse areas that currently do not have
transmission lines. Therefore, their presence would increase the potential for
avian collisions. However, these new lines are not anticipated to have
greater collision potential than the minimum potential represented by other
similar linesin the area
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No.

Comment

Response

Before massive developmentsin Las Vegas, Phoenix and other citiesin
the west, northwestern Arizona had some of the most spectacular scenery
and vigtasin the world. With development came eyesores such as
transmission lines. Northwestern Arizona, in general, is overcrowded
with transmission lines. Wedon't want any more! Our lands have been
scarred enough. We do not believe that the need is great enough to justify
more transmission lines.

Y our comment has been noted.

We do believe, however, that the true purpose and need of the project is
for the project proponents to make a profit while they degrade our
environment. Wedon't need it! Finally, we feel that thisissue should be
left to the decision of the public. Let usvote whether we want this
polluting white elephant or not. Let us vote on whether we want our
property taxesto increase to pay for the infrastructure that Mohave
County has supposedly committed to ($5 million we believe). Even one
of the three County Supervisors does not want the project (Ms. Carol
Anderson), and we feel sheisthe most enlightened member of that board.
Give usavoice or give usour environment!

Y our comment has been noted.
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COMMENTER ORGANIZATION CITY/STATE
Jack Ehrhardt C.EERB.AT.Inc. Kingman, AZ
No. Comment Response
8. The comments | would like to put on record regarding this gas-fired plant | In aderegulated utility environment, market forces will dictate the type of

arethis. | wholeheartedly object and protest this plant being built and generation developed. Today's market indicates that thereis ample demand

allowed to operate, producing about 1900 tons of emissions a year. for low cost power. The technology proposed for the Griffith Energy Project

Reasons are that clean, renewable, green energy is available and your isthe most cost effective and efficient power technology available. Based on

organization and the Mohave County Economic Authority have not made | arecent Bonneville Power Administration Market Study, the levelized power

an attempt to bring this energy option to the citizens of Mohave County. costs are projected to be about 2.1 cents per kilowatt for a combined-cycle
combustion turbine, 5.0 cents for awind farm, and 8.2 cents for central
station photovoltaic power plant. However, even with higher power costs,
some marketers have began efforts to market renewable-based generation,
which hasled to the development of wind farms. Asaresult of AB 1890,
California businesses, residents and al public entities have had the ability to
choose from whom they buy their electricity since April 1998. A number of
companies now offer electricity from renewable electricity generation --
including cleaner power sources such solar, wind, geothermal, biomass, and
small hydroelectric sources. In the deregulated market, consumer preference
will ultimately dictate the type of generation developed and marketed. Also,
see response to Comment No. 12.

9. Based on commitments made by global governments at the International Y our comment has been noted.

Kyoto Climate Summit we are to reduce our CO, emissionsto levelsfar

less than we are producing in this county today. The United States, with

less than 5% of the world's population, uses one-third of the world's

resources and causes amost half of itsindustrial pollution. Approving

another polluting power plant in Mohave County has a negative effect on

our ecosystem and contributes to the present unjust and inequitable socia

attitude we portray to other communities that we demand do not create

pollution.
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No.

Comment

Response

10.

Because our citizens voices are not allowed to be a significant force in the
bringing of businessthat are invited to come here, we are not allowed to
be a community that can be energy sustainable and responsibly humanein
our energy pollution production. Our county government funded
economic authority, which is not required to give any disclose of its costs
or businessesiit is soliciting to come to our county, has a history of
bringing polluting industry. That includes a steel mill that wasin
violation of the clean air act for years, costing the taxpayers thousands of
dollarsin compliance reviews, and trying to bring waste incinerators that
would have California's waste shipped here to be incinerated, creating
horrific emissions. The pilot plant, given a variance by the state under
pressure from influential county representatives, was shut down for
having poisonous emissions by the U.S. Environmental Protection
Agency and responsible citizen watchdog effort. Point being the same
group promoting the Griffith Power Plant, and the same ADEQ
representative who ineptly approved awaiver from the air quality permit
process for awaste incinerator are promoting this plant as
environmentally acceptable.

Y our comment has been noted.

11.

The tradeoffs for the positive side do not exist. When ADEQ
representative Prabhat Bhargave states this plant "a very well-controlled
facility" in terms of the emission control devices, it means absolutely
nothing, or worse. He has stated a federal shut down waste incinerator
was state-of-the-art.

Y our comment has been noted.
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No. Comment Response

12. | Truly the natural resources this power plant will effect - the air we breathe Because the purpose of this plant isto provide an economic and efficient
(putting 20,000 tons of pollution into our air over ten years), and source of energy in response to the deregulated energy market, more costly
depleting our ground water while creating wealth for the Griffith Power and inefficient sources of energy (such as solar and wind) were not
Plant stockholders -- is unacceptable to many of us. | question your considered as dternatives to this project. Therefore, the impacts associated
authority to do these things to us without giving our community the option | with these forms of energy, which are different but not necessarily less than
to have clean, renewable energy plants brought here (i.e., solar, wind...), the proposed technology, were not evaluated. However, most states are
and not allowing us to be globally responsible to the reduction of CO, requiring a certain amount of renewable energy to be included in the
emissions as agreed to at the Kyoto Climate Summit. These natural deregulated market through subsidies funded at least in part by consumers.
resources belong to all of us, including the majority of the citizens who are The Draft EIS contains a discussion on the project’ s potentia effect on
at poverty level in our county. It isnot okay to pacify them with aplethora | global warming in Section 4.3.2.1.4 which indicates that there would be a
of prefabricated benefitsto us! | would appreciate you addressing these likely net positive effect from this and other similar gas-fired power plants.
concerns, and not act asif we do not know the influence global
corporations dominance has over the majority of people and their
environment.

COMMENTER ORGANIZATION CITY/STATE

Dennis E. Roberts

City of Kingman

Kingman, AZ

13.

Sec. 2.1.1.2.1 - Page 2-4 - 2nd paragraph: How freguently do the brine
disposa ponds have to be drained and the solids removed? How arethe
solids disposed of ? (Also appliesto Sec. 4.2.2.1.1 - Page 4-7 top of

page).

Operation of the Brine Disposal Pond is not expected to involve the
removal of brine or precipitates. The site would act as an evaporation pond.
The pond is designed for a 20-year life at maximum power production which
is defined as operating at maximum capacity (650 MW), 24 hours/day, 365
dayslyear. The design also includes adequate volume to contain the 100-year
24-hour storm and precipitates which build up over time. Since the plant
will not operate at the maximum but at varying rates throughout the year, the
current design is expected to be adequate for the average water use expected
for the 40-year life of the plant. In the event that additional brine storage is
required to sustain the plant's operations, another impoundment cell will be
built to provide the needed capacity ..

At closure, the pond would be capped with a geosynthetic liner and 4 feet
of plant growth medium. No materialswill be shipped offsite; therefore,
pond operations would not produce a health risk to the community from
transportation of wastes.

SI3 Heldays Jo MeIyY 1jand - T Jeideyd



K11

No. Comment Response
14. Sec. 2.1.1.2.2 - Page 2-4 - 3rd paragraph: It isindicated that accessto the | Currently, there are no plans to improve and signalize the at-grade railroad of
tap and metering facility on the EPNGC pipeline would be via Walnut the Walnut Creek Road. Following a 1-2 month period of facility
Creek Road. Arethere plansto improve and signalize the at-grade construction where the daily crossing of the railroad by several construction-
railroad crossing? related vehiclesis anticipated, crossings by vehicles associated with facility
operations would be limited to 1-2 vehicles per day on average. Thissmall
increase in traffic would not warrant changes at the crossing.
15. | Table2.1-4 - Page 2-20 - item 11: Who are the monitoring studies The monitoring studies on effects of audible noise and electrostatic and
shared with? electric magnetic fields are normally published upon completion. The results
will be shared with any interested part upon request.
16. Sec. 3.1 - Page 3-2 - Geologic Hazards - The Arizona Earthquake The referenced document has been reviewed and information added to the
Information Center at Northern Arizona University has published ElS. See addendum for Section 3.1.
Earthquake Hazard Evaluation Mohave County Arizona - July 30, 1997.
17. Sec. 3.11 - Socioeconomics - page 3-58 - It is questionable whether The socioeconomic analysis study area included data for Mohave County

Mohave County as whole should be used as the study area - asthe true
impacts of the project are to the Golden Valley and Greater Kingman
aresas.

asthe overall political jurisdiction in which the project is located, and
basdline data was also provided for the City of Kingman. Information for
other areas of the County, such as Bullhead City, Colorado City, and Lake
Havasu was not included. County and city-wide information is the typical
level for socioeconomic data, and thereforeis generally used for estimating
more localized social and economic impacts.

The socioeconomic impact analysis focuses on the Kingman area and the |-
40 industrial corridor in Golden Valley. The socioeconomic impact
assessment, beginning on page 4-53 of the Draft EIS, identifies anticipated
employment, housing, and utility and service impacts projected to occur in
the project-specific Kingman and Golden Valley region.
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Comment

Response

18.

Sec. 3.11 - Socioeconomics - page 3-67 - Urban/Domestic Water: The
withdrawal of up to 122,560 acre feet of ground water over the 40 year
life of the plant is of concern. It should be noted that the City of Kingman
owns 44 well sitesin Townships 19 & 20, Range 18 West. Whilethe
City of Kingman currently has not developed any of these well sites, the
Sacramento Basin Aquifer continues to be considered as a secondary
water resource for the Kingman Municipal Water System. (Also applies
to Sec. 4.2.2.1.1) Ingenerd, it is questionable whether or not any
operation requiring high quantities of water should be developed in an
areatotally dependant upon ground water.

Information on the City of Kingman'swell sitesin the Sacramento Basin has
been added to the discussion in Section 3.11 and is included in Chapter 2.
See response for Comment No. 3.

19.

Table 3.11-12 - Page 3-67: Kingman's Groundwater/well capacity is
currently at 15.2 MGD; and currently there is a new Storage Tank under
construction that will raise capacity to 9.9 million gallons.

Table 3.11-12 has been revised to reflect information presented in the
comment. See Chapter 2 of the Final EIS.

20.

Table3.11-13 - Page 3-67: This describes Kingman's Hilltop
Wastewater Treatment Facility. Thereisa2nd facility located in Section
26, Township 21 North, Range 17 West. This 2nd facility isan aeration
lagoon facility having adesign capacity of .53 MGD and is currently
operating at about 75% capacity.

Table 3.11-13 has been revised to include the second wastewater treatment
facility. See Chapter 2 of the Final EIS.

21.

Sec. 4.2.2.1 - page 4-6 - next to last paragraph: it is stated that
subsidence from dewatering is not expected due to the depth of the
existing water table. With a decrease of the water table by an estimated
109.5 feet at the wells - supporting information on how this determination
was made should be included in the report.

Additional information has been added regarding subsidence potential. See
Chapter 2 of the Final EIS.
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22.

Sec. 4.3.2.1.1 - Regulatory Status/Project Emissions. The release of more
than 100 tons per year of nitrogen dioxide, carbon monoxide, and
inhalable particulates is of concern. While these releases may be within
current limitsand BACT, both the short term and long range effects are of
concern. Sec. 4.3.2.1.2 indicates compliance with air quality standards
have been determined using dispersion modeling. The compounding
affects of this project with existing and future facilitieswill impact air
quality in theimmediate area. This methodology does not appear to take
into account the inversion conditions that exist during the cooler fall and
spring months, which are evident around the existing truck stops, North
Star Steel, and through out the area along unpaved roadways. A more
detailed evaluation and/or discussion of the air quality and visual impacts
iswarranted. It can be anticipated that the exhaust from the stacks will be
visible throughout the Golden Valley and Greater Kingman Area, based
on the visibility of the exhaust from the Laughlin Generating Plant and the
North Star Steel Facility.

Inversions were incorporated in the air quality analysis. Also, visibility of the
emissions from the Griffith Plant would not be similar to those from North
Star Steel and the Laughlin Generating Plant. The emissions from the stack
would generally not be visible (primarily NO, and CO) but a steam plume
from the cooling towers could be visible periodically. This has been
discussed in Section 4.9.2.1 in the Draft EIS. Also, as emissions are
converted to ammonium compounds over time and distance, they potentially
could contribute to regional haze. This has been evaluated at the most
sengitive receptor in the area, the Grand Canyon, and has been discussed in
Section 4.3.2.1.3 of the Draft EIS. The regional haze analysis has further
been refined and is discussed in Chapter 2 of the Final EIS.

23.

Sec. 4.9.2.1 - Page 4-47 - 1st paragraph: It isindicated that the Plant site
would be designed to cause the least visual intrusion. Thereisno
discussion if the State, and County dark sky regulations have been
evaluated and how the facility would impact dark sky issues. The 2nd
paragraph does not mention the fact that the lighting will be visible from
the residential areas of Golden Valley and the City of Kingman. It can be
anticipated that thiswill be the case, as the lights from North Star Steel
are visible from these areas.

A description of proposed outdoor lighting fixtures has been added to
Section 2.1.1.1 of the EIS. The discussion of potential impactsto result from
outdoor lighting in Section 4.9.2.1 (3rd paragraph, last 2 sentences) has been
modified to reflect impacts from use of lighting described in Section 2.1.1.1.

24,

Sec. 4.9.2.1 - Page 4-47 - 3rd paragraph: It is stated that the topography
south of Kingman would screen the plume from views within residential
areasin the city. Thisisaquestionable statement.

There are severa butte landforms of approximately 3600 feet in elevation
located between one to two miles south and southeast of residential areasin
Kingman. These landforms are in the foreground of views from the city and
will screen the plume, which will rise from the plant located at an elevation
of 2500 feet more than eight miles southeast of the city. The plume would be
obscured by distance as well as the rugged topography.
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25.

Sec. 4.10.2.1 - Page 4-55 - 1st paragraph: Revenues are anticipated in
excess of $50 million: what are the anticipated public costs to providing
service to the facility over that 20-year time frame, i.e., roadway
construction/maintenance, public safety, fire/femergency, medical, etc.?

In support of the Griffith Project and other usersin the [-40 Industrial
Corridor, Mohave County will be providing road improvements and a water
supply system. Apache Road will be constructed from the Griffith
Interchange to the northwest corner of the Project site. The estimated cost of
Apache Road isin the range of $750,000 to $1 million depending on final
design criteria.

For the Griffith Project, Mohave County will aso be providing an
unpaved haul road that will built from I-40 to the northwest corner of the
Griffith Project Site to provide temporary access for the heavy equipment
needed for construction. The cost of this haul road is estimated in the range
of $100,000 to $200,000.

A water system with production capability of 6000 gpm will be
devel oped and constructed by the County to support water usersin the
Industrial Corridor. The Griffith Project will subscribe for approximately
80% of the production capacity of the water system. The estimated cost of
the water system, assuming 6 wells are developed, isin the range of $3.5 to
$4 million.

Griffith Energy will supply its own fire protection facilities, therefore no
cost for fire protection costs will be borne by Mohave County on behalf of
the Project. There are also no additional costs anticipated for medical or
other public services as aresult of the Griffith Project.

26.

Sec. 4.13.2 - Page 4-68 - 1st paragraph: It is stated that a Hazardous
Materials Inventory Statement and Management Plan would be devel oped
and submitted to responding fire departments. As noted in the report, the
plant siteis not serviced by any fire district/department.

Corrections to Section 4.13.2 are reflected in the Final EIS Corrections
Table.
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27. Sec. 4/14.2 - Page 4-70 - The UGA used in this report is Mohave County; | The purpose of the Unit of Geographical Analysis (UGA) isto provide
the results of which reflect that the proposed project would not have a baseline minority and low income population data against which the minority
disproportionately adverse effect on minority and low-income and low-income population data of the affected area, namely Golden Valley,
populations. Would this hold true if the UGA were Golden Valley, Y ucca, and the Greater Kingman Area, is compared. The UGA must be
Y ucca, and the Greater Kingman Area, which isthe primary impact area? | larger than the areaimpacted, in this case the UGA is Mohave County,
otherwise there would be no comparison. One would essentially be
comparing the data from the impacted area with data from the impacted area.
In such an analysis no disproportionate impacts to low-income and minority
populations would ever be identified, even if they did indeed exist.
COMMENTER ORGANIZATION CITY/STATE
Anonymous
28. Using that much water is fine but it must be recycled back into the Y our comment has been noted.
aquifer. Water istoo scarce in the desert.
COMMENTER ORGANIZATION CITY/STATE

Carol S. Anderson

Mohave County Board of Supervisors

Kingman, AZ

29.

| am writing you on behalf of the citizensin Mohave County who have
taken the time to contact me with their comments regarding the
Environmental Impact Study of the “ Griffith Energy Limited Liability
Corporation” (Griffith). They are uncomfortable in addressing the Public
hearing and/or feel that publicly stating their concerns may jeopardize
their jobs or businessesin the area. | apologize for the anonymity these
people have requested. | have enclosed copies of phone messages and
letters that | have received or those who agreed that | do so.

Y our comment has been noted.
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30. | apologize to you for the format | am using, in that it is not the same as Western has reviewed the comments provided. The comments consist of
what was offered at the EI'S Public Hearing, 12/8/98, in Kingman. This copies of |etters, telephone records, and E-mails provided to Mohave County
format is the best way for me to incorporate their comments. | ask that Supervisors Anderson and Johnson. Most of the comments are dated before
you take the information presented herein as seriously asyou would what | the Draft EIS wasissued in October 1998. The comments express Mohave
is submitted on your forms. County congtituents' views on the proposed Griffith Energy Project. Western

believes the views are consistent with the issues raised during the scoping
process held for the EIS. In cases where a constituent has offered specific
comments on the EIS, Western has addressed and responded to the comment.
All the comments provided have been noted and will be taken into
consideration in Western's decision making.

31. | Thestudy just covered the actual projected use for the Griffith project. It | The Council on Environmenta Quality guidelines for analyzing cumulative
did not take into account the current users pumping from that aquifer, nor | impacts require that “past, present, and reasonably foreseeable actions’ be
the potential usersfor that area. For example, a cement fabrication facility | considered. The Draft EIS did address other water users (past, present and
isinterested in locating their new plant on the adjacent property to future) in the Sacramento Basin. Past and present water users were included
Griffith. Their water use was not calculated in the impact to the aguifer, in the baseline conditions described in Section 3.2.1.1.1 of the Draft EIS and
along with Griffith. Additionally, Mohave County recently rezoned that were used as the existing conditions against which the impacts of the project
area, the adjacent area of approximately 10 sections of land and were assessed in Section 4.2.2.1.1 of the Draft EIS. The cumulative effect of
southwesterly on Interstate 40, as “Industrial”. There were no “qualifiers’ | adding other water usersin the future as aresult of future development of the
put on that Industrial zone regarding water usage of prospective [-40 Industrial Corridor and other usesis discussed in Section 4.16 of the
industries, nor were any environmental issues placed asguidelinesinthat | Draft EIS. While some potentia projectsin the area are currently being
rezone. Those prospective industries could have additional impacts on discussed (such as the prison), plans for them have not been finalized (i.e.
this same aguifer and land. These potential impacts are part of thewhole | plans or permit applications have not been filed). Therefore, the likelihood
picture and should be identified as possible impacts on the aquifer. for them to proceed and the quantification of their potentia effects are not

reasonabl e to assess beyond the level described in the Draft EIS.

32. | Additionally, arecent radio newscast reported that an area property owner | Seeresponse to Comment No. 31.

isstill negotiating the sale of this land for a private prison that could house
up to 1,000 or more prisoners. The anticipated water use could be 3,000
acre feet per year. Thiswater useis over and above Griffith’s projected

pumpage.
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33. | Theaquifer isreported to “recharge” at 3,000 acre feet per year. Thatis See response to Comment No. 3.
the projected amount to be used by Griffith. This does not take into
account the above issues. Therefore, over time, this aquifer could see
“overdraft”, land subsidence and negative impacts to endangered or
threatened species.
34. | With thisinformation, why hasn’t Griffith looked at a site closer to the Using water from the Colorado River for the Griffith Project at its current

Colorado River and its more available “renewable” supply? Shouldn't
this also be considered in the EIS?

site was not considered viable for the reasons outlined in Section 2.2.1.2 of
the Draft EIS describing alternatives considered but dropped. The reasons
other power plant sites were not considered viable are also outlined in
Section 2.2.1.2 of the Draft EIS. Sites closer to the Colorado River
specifically were not considered for two primary reasons: 1) any location
nearer the river would aso be closer to either the Grand Canyon or Lake
Mead National Recreation Area, and 2) siting outside the Kingman area
would not provide the secondary benefits to the local transmission system.
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35. | appreciate the recycling of water, to reduce the withdrawal from the Y our comments have been noted. See responses to Comments No. 4 and
aquifer. | also understand that the retention ponds for this water will be No. 13. A description of the proposed brine pond’ s construction and
lined with aliner that will prevent any leakage, or seepage into the operationsis provided. See modification in Section 2.1.1.2.1 of the Fina
underground aquifer, at least for thelife of the plant. Comments at the EIS. The potential effect of an earthquake on the valley aguifer is unknown.
Public Hearing addressed the wildlife and fowl that may be attracted to This plant has a 40-year projected life. In the event that additional brine
this“artificial” water source, considering the scarcity of water in that storageis required to maintain operations, Griffith would build a second
desert area. There were questions asto what effect the contact or pond to the regulatory standards at the timeit is constructed.
ingestion of thiswater and its residue from the Griffith process would Section 3.1 indicates that the site lieswithin a seismic risk zone of 2, with
have on these animals. They called it “chemical soup”? Will these ponds | moderate damage projected in association with the maximum earthquakes
be fully fenced and covered to prevent wildlife, fowl, and humans from which could occur. There are no known faults underlying the Griffith
accessto this"chemica soup"? | aso understand from conversation with | facility. The largest recorded earthquake within a 200 km radius occurred
Griffith representatives that this water, and whatever settlesout suchasa | 176 km to the west and had a magnitude of 6.1 on the Richter scale. These
“dudge,” will remain in these ponds for the life of the plant and will then risks would not pose a threst to the integrity of the Brine Disposal Pond liner.
be covered over, leaving al these chemicalsin place. What will then Wave action associated with a seismic event will be contained by the
happen with the liner.... will it forever stay intact, not allowing this freeboard, or the extra space available between the maximum water level and
“chemical soup” to leak and contaminate the underground aquifer? There | the crest of the embankment.
were also questions raised about earthquakes, especially with the known The pond is designed for a 20-year life at maximum power production
history of the effects of earthquakes in our area, on both these retention which is defined as operating at maximum capacity (650 MW), 24 hours/day,
ponds and/or the aquifer. 365 dayslyear. The design also includes adequate volume to contain, the
100-year 24-hour storm and precipitates which build up over time. Sincethe
plant will not operate at the maximum but at varying rates throughout the
year, the current design is expected to be adequate for the average water use
expected for the 40-year life of the plant. In the event that additiona brine
storage is required to sustain the plant's operations, another impoundment
cell will be built to provide the needed capacity.
36. | have received comments/questions about the loss of our dark night sky See response to Comment No. 23.

and light pollution. We are seeing aloss of our night sky and visibility of
stars with the light pollution from North Star Steel’ s plant, aswell as that
from Laughlin, Nevada. Will this plant add to that light pollution with
their night time lights?
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37. | Anarearesident, Mr. M K. Graham has a background of the types of Please refer to Figure 3.3-1 of the Draft EIS for agraphic depiction of the
engines for the industry which will be used at Griffith. He is concerned wind speed and direction at the Griffith Power Plant site. Because of
about the possibility of engine failure and air contamination. The winds differences in surrounding topography, the prevailing winds at the Plant Site
are primarily from the southwest, and blow toward Kingman. (Our area would be different than at Kingman - predominantly from the northwest and
trees prove thisfact.) What effect will be had on Kingman and the nearer | the south-southeast.
neighborsin this event? The same concerns are asked about the For adiscussion of the air emissions associated with an emergency plant
emissions from the plant, under any other type of accident. shut-down, see the addendato Section 4.3.2.1 in Chapter 2 of the Fina EIS.

38. | Weseethe effect of our aready threatened clean air with the pollution The emissions from the Griffith Project would be very different from the
from Los Angeles, and asmall part from the Mohave Generating Station Mojave Plant. The Griffith power plant would burn natural gas, Mohave
which provide molecules for other pollutants to attach to. Would these burns coal .
emissions provide more of the same?

39. Residents who have moved here for the clean, clear sky feel that thisis Y our comment has been noted.
threatened by adding anything more to the atmosphere.

40. | Therewill bevisual impacts, interruption of radio (and cell phones?) Additional visual analysis has been conducted based on this and other
reception and transmission, etc. These concerns are also important to comments. The results of the analysis are presented in the Addenda section
arearesidents. in Chapter 2. The visual impacts would not be significant based on the

analysis. Radio reception and transmission impacts were addressed in
Section 4.15 of the Draft EIS. Effectsto radio reception and transmission
will be confined to existing and proposed rights-of-way. Any problems
encountered within or adjacent to the rights-of-way would be addressed and
corrected by Western. Transmission line electric and magnetic fields do not
affect cellular phone transmission and reception.

41. | Youwill notice that many of the commentsin favor are from areas that Y our comment has been noted.
will be affected by the Griffith site. | ask that you seriously consider those
who will be directly affected by this site. They are the ones who have the
most at stake. To quote Dean Barlow from Lake Havasu City, “Don’'t
trade qudlity of life for afew jobs.”

42. | Another individual, Frank Poulia (sp?), was concerned about the |oss of Y our comment has been noted.

65 acres of habitat with no way to measure the loss of wildlife at thistime
nor the effect of thislossin the future,
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Why not put our effortsinto more environmentally friendly power
generation, such aswind or solar, is another question | have been asked
by quite afew people.

See response to Comment No. 8.

COMMENTER ORGANIZATION

CITY/STATE

Albert C. Leenhouts

Kingman, AZ

44,

| would like to express to you two major concerns about the proposed
Griffith Power Plant project. Thefirst isthe projected water use. My
estimate is that when this plant runs at capacity, it will use up to 2450
gallons per minute, or just over 3.5 million gallons per day. This estimate
is based on the following: The 1500 MW Laughlin plant, running at
capacity, uses, in the summer months, 17000 gallons per minute for
evaporative cooling. The proposed Griffith plant is rated at 650 MW
(Approximately 10 times the amount used in the City of Kingman), and
should use proportionately less. In addition, this plant will use hybrid gas
turbine/steam technology, and therefore the water useis significantly
reduced, possibly by as much as 2/3. But that still comesto 3.5 million

gallons per day!

Y our comment has been noted.

45.

That issimilar to the total residential water use in the city of Kingman!
We should not permit atax break for this; instead, atax surcharge appears
tobein order. The second concern isthe proposed location. At the
Griffith Exit on Interstate 40 is the Praxair plant that manufactures a
highly toxic industrial gas. Serious industrial accidents do happen
(Henderson, 1988), and terrorist activity isareality. Human decency
requires that, in the case of amajor accident at this plant, the people
working in the surrounding area should have at least 5 minutes to
evacuate, and have the necessary escape routes available - certainly not
the Griffith exit! At awindspeed of 25 miles per hour 5 minutes amounts
to just over 2 miles. No major facility should therefore be constructed
within 2 miles of the Griffith exit.

See the addendum to the Health and Safety discussion in Section 4.13.2 -
Occupational Safety and Health.
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46.

In the current ethical climate - and | am not sure that today is different
from any other period in history - all corporationswill conceal and twist
information when large amounts of money are involved. Most will lie, at
onetime or another. Combine thiswith Mr. Van Brunt’sirrational
obsession with rapid industria growth, and you have a situation where
you can make a positive difference. | sincerely hope that you will.

Y our comment has been noted.

COMMENTER ORGANIZATION

CITY/STATE

James Butcher

Lake Havasu City, AZ

47.

The two 230-kV Transmission lines proposed by WAPA would cross
Route 40, one continuing northeast connecting to the Mead-Liberty
Transmission lines and the other turning north paralleling Route 40 for
over 3 miles and connecting to the McConnico Substation. The visual
effects of these power lines obscure the mountains and natural beauty of
our areato Tourist and potential companies that may move or expand
there facilities to our Industrial Corridor.

The impact analysis for this segment of the proposed transmission line was
evaluated from additional Key Observation Points (KOPS) in response to
Comment No. 62.
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COMMENTER ORGANIZATION

CITY/STATE

Dean A. Barlow

Lake Havasu City, AZ

No. Comment Response

48. | According to the EIS, the proposed plant will consume between 3 and 5 The Griffith power plant would consume 212,920 acre feet maximum
thousand acre feet of ground water per year. Theresult will beadropin over its 40-year lifetime through the operation of this power plant from an
the water table of 109 feet over 40 years or 2.7 feet per year. The EIS aquifer which is conservatively predicted to have storage of 2.3 million acre
would appear to dismissthisloss asaminor item. The fact that thewater | feet above 1,200 feet below the land surface (ADWR 1994). Rechargeis
table will be drawn down over time is evidence to me that we are talking expected to be 0.16 million acre feet during that period. Therefore, this
about a non-renewable resource. Where are the 4 thousand acre feet of power plant will consume 8.7 percent of the Sacramento aquifer over the
recharge water to come from? Certainly not the 7 to 12 inches of rainfall plant lifetime.
this area gets per year. If this project were to be built on the banks of the The Colorado River below Davis Dam drains a watershed of 173,000
Colorado River, and the company were to take 3-5 thousand acre feet of square miles, and during the 1997 Water Y ear, 9,931,000 acre-feet passed
water directly from theriver for private use, there would be strong USGS gaging station 09423000. Planned maximum consumption from this
opposition from every state and community along theriver. How isthis power plant of 5,323 acre-feet per year is 0.05 percent of the discharge
any different from keeping 3-5 thousand acre feet from getting to the above Y ucca, and within seasonal variability of water runoff from one year to
river? the next.

Also, see the water balance addendum in Chapter 2 of the Final EIS.

49. It would appear to me that this project isin direct opposition to the stated | 'Y our comment has been noted.
policy of the United States, as often expressed by Vice President Gore.
Our national goal isto reduce the amount of greenhouse gases and other
pollutants being dumped into the atmosphere of the earth. Griffith will
add yet another 119 tons of pollution to an aready serious air quality
problem. The company appears to dismiss this as nothing more than a
minor local situation, yet we know that pollution generated in Chinais
appearing in Sesttle.

50. In closing, | do not believe the environmental costs associated with this Y our comment has been noted.

project are worth the short term employment benefits associated with its
construction and operation. Advocates of the project would appear to
consider only the short-term local benefits. | strongly urge you to consider
the larger picture and deny the pending permit.
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COMMENTER ORGANIZATION CITY/STATE
Elaine E. Miller Golden Valley, AZ
No. Comment Response
51. | am against the Griffith Energy Project in its current projections. | donot | Y our comment has been noted.

agree with the proposal for our county to supply 5 Million Dollarsin
supporting infrastructure. That is Corporate Welfare. My research and
experience show that the promises of job prosperity never come through
and the community is left deeply in debt.

52. | Thesetypes of arrangements have caused damage and destruction to the Water cons